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II). The Anwar's reference does not need to concern the same problem as the 
appellant's try to solve because recognizing another advantage which would flow 
naturally from following the suggestion of the prior art cannot be the basis for 
patentability when the differences would otherwise be obvious. 

Appellant argues that Anwar reference is concerned with a different problem than 
that appellant's claim 1 is directed because for example, Anwar reference is concerned 
about using "a decision tree generator where the number of dependent variables is 
greater than one" (see appellant's brief page 8, paragraph 4). 

In response to appellant's argument that Anwar reference is concerned with a 
different problem than that appellant's claim 1, the fact that appellant has recognized 
another advantage which would flow naturally from following the suggestion of the prior 
art cannot be the basis for patentability when the differences would otherwise be 
obvious. See Ex parte Obiaya, 227 USPQ 58, 60 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). In this 
particular case, the feature that both Anwar and the appellant have been tried to solve is 
using the automatic method to split (selecting) a subset of the dimension variables in 
the multidimensional database (e.g., data warehouse, OLAP) because the OLAP stores 
large volumes of transactional data generated by enterprises. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

None. 
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